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P. 2 ; Pr. 15-23 

Meajjiug of the terw "specialised foundry R should be cls rlfiou . Are 

! hC - te fL^ C r< f er to 33 s «P*r»te i adust rial enterprise whose 
specially is foundry work, or to distinguish a foundry doing generai. 
casting fro* one that specialises in certain types of castings? 

P. 21 

ouitiB^ffcfl^c©? 311 * 1 ,auQa * 3 era i*e*ci to dependence on cuts! is 

P. 25 / *l*aie para., decrease ii foundries, 1965/58 

Shouldn't this be 15 to 25? as cctapared with 1958? Stea g* 17, 

P* 27, 1st sent. 

Is "planned expenditure* the best say to state this? Tevt 
anticlpatad re^uireaeat* . * 

Pp. 27 - 28 , extent to which aon-saudsoldiag Methods aa-e used 

» caBSldsj»hl a telft fer 1 wr? J, thw. a ttflali lor. ml 
problem is these two eets of data? 

P. 31 , 1. 11 

Since "Mechanise” and "Machinery" octae fro® the «*»n* root, this 
appears to be an Insufficient fiiatincUou. Could we a*ys ”..!us« cf 
siaple aechaaieal aids, rather than elaborate Machinery.” 

P. 32 , bottom 

THust"? 

P. 37 , last line 

lot an action, but a failure to act. See text. 

P. Ho, top line 

Mhat is a unit? Should we add* of foundry e^alpaent? 

P. Hi, H ll. up 

Plural 
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P. 42, note 

Of US design? 

P« 44, note 

Why bury the only recent production nuaber In & footnote? 

P. 46, end Biddle pern. 

Referring to increases in -ocfusiag. 

These Increases are difficult to reconcile vlth the l 6 c ssilli< a 
ruble base given here and above, p. 41 a. Isn’t the: derived figure 
closer to 156 aillioxi rubles? 

Table 4. 

I would like thin table to show percent increases over the p rt vloua 
year and suggest that a tabulat Ion be added giving ihe average &nm al 
increases in tons of netel cast, which I derive as Sallows: 


Tears 

Cast Iron 

Steel 

Total 

1951-58 

10.6 

6.6 

9.7 

1959-85 man 

7-0 

6.4 

7.3 


Thesa figures should be chucked. 2bey appear to suggest that 
casting output has grown at a considerably slower rate than hm the 
gross output of the xmchixm building and aetal working Industry, ft r 
which the 1951-58 annual average was 15.9$. 

The paper should also show the average annual ^csrth rates lag lied 
by the 19©5 goals for the production of foundry eg.ulj*neat- I figja © 
these rates as 12.6$ to 14.6$ sod note that ;hey are: well above the 
planned growth rates for cast ins output. 

I also note that the* r rtff provides far a slower growth of iron 
castings and a sore rapid Increase in ihe output of steel castings m 
compared with, the 1951-5& period. Row do you interpret these figm m 
in the light of (l) the "eastings bottleneck"? (2) effort® to taeak 
the bottleneck by the establish tent of specialised foundries as age trust 
■the direct expansion of facilities? 
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